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May  27,  1965 


Thad  Tercyak 


s.-tl.fif 


'  '^^ 


w«8hingt<m  Park  ^sutlysis 

Thft  p)ir{»0M  of  this  memsi  im  to  relate  \im  tixudlagft  rep(»*t«d 
is  th<i  rcKeestl^  ecv^lstsd  *b9for«  arHi  aft^r"  etv^  of  tb«  £|»proxl»atel7 
lUOO  scq\iisitl<»j  parovls  to  the  total  Vashingtoffi!  ^sx^  progran. 

It  is  assaned  that: 

1.  H«h«bilitatioQ  activity  will  not  eoutribate  si^i- 
flcantly  toward  increasing  total  taxa}?le  asMSsed  valus  in 
ths  project,  bat  vill  be  m  effsctiva  Measure  in  lav^liag 
out  ihe  dovmord  traod  aaEpariesced  dartu^  the  past  aanraral 
years. 

2.  Ti»  area  comprising  Ward  12  la  a  mUd.  jwtary  for  the 
ae^aX  i^rojaet  area.    This  Ward  is  in  faet  Bcesm^t&t  lari^r 
thafi  th$  projMt)  ^t  einea  aamasamd  valu«s  are  not  gX^^n 
<m  a  precinct  basis »  aad  sinoa  th«  ttraa  ia  ralativaly  ho> 
angmoas  ia  eharaotar,  this  asaanptiOQ  mmis  imrraatod. 

3.  Th«  as«e88SM»nt  latest  of  ^ivate  devglop^nta  not 
diractlj  ralatad  to  «id  associated  «dth  the  Urban  ^{ene«^l 
project  e«B»iot  b«  reliably  estimatad  at  this  polat  in  tlae. 


J5  (^^  ^ 


Glvan  thsse  aastesptioQS,  tha  collated  Washington  Park  project 
Kill  record} 

1.  a  loss  of  apprasimataly  S.8  snillioa  dollars  in  taxable 
assssaments.    Whim  eai^anid  to  ^a  l:?*6l  assassinsnt  of  approaci* 
aately  26.6  nillioa  dollars,  this  re|H*9sent»  an  a;^>roxiaat« 

10  {xarcent  decline. 

2.  a  loss  of  approacimataly  283 » 000  dollara  ia  t.He  total 
tax  bill.    This  represents  a  oNscline  of  approximately  10  per- 
cent frasA  the  co»parabls  1961  fismrc  cf  api}>roxi»stely  2.9 
raillicKi  dollars. 
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oc^mtson  of  mrjm  amd  Attm  assssskssts 

ASD  la  BILLS  Of  WASMIMGTCm  PARI 
(Ward  12)(i) 


Aft«r  CoBK 
1961        pleticn  of      Absolute  ~?«TmiA 
«(000)  PraJ«et  $(000)    «(000) 


T«Kldsa«i  AMHMKWd  f «]^ 

26,561 

25,S03 

-2,r$8 

-9,7 

Total  Tax  BUI. 

2,673 

2,58l» 

-    283 

'9.9 

^vlt  la  not  possible  to  r«a80&flj>ly  estimate  total  asaamied  values, 
or  tax  reeel|>ts  for  tlild  aansa  wlthoat  3«>re  Infoarasilon  than  w 
iiow  pe^aese  <m  exmipt  pvasfpeaety  and  «dMdb«nratc* 


Aa  iiKUoAtecl  1»  iiici  list  of  sMmm&ti.0m,  this  eanpsurlsffii  does 
not  take  iAt«  aceouat  pxdvate  luvwaUaest  whloh  may  be  undertaken  la  the 
area.     CotieelYabljr,  the  rMmafil  i^rograffi  could  generate  «meu<^  private  In- 
ireatnent  to  ncare  than  eoii^eneate  for  tite  aat  Xoeses  estinated  abova. 

rmm)  of  f&xmiM  Aassasso  vALosst   vmd  12 


mii 

$29,259,$0O 

1S>$0 

$30,286,100 

1955 

$30,3149,100 

I960 

S26,S?02,90O 

3^1 

$28,S6l,10O 

1^ 

t2U,72ii,200 

Our  oo»patatl<»i  a4He»aM>d  that  Use  decline  la  asMesaie&ts  after 

1961  voold  be  doe  primarily  to  project  &0<}ui8itlQ«s.     It  furtlier  aaaooes 

that  rohabilitati^a  and  general  ap^adJUrig  of  property  vlll  proitiblt  farther 
deeUne,  asd,  therefore,  that  t^e  1^1  figure  Kaa  a  -valid  base  upon  nMeh 

to  CQispate  the  before  tmd  after  estiaaates. 


9,  19^ 


Additional  3&at«mftnt  en  ^aShin^on  Parte  Tos  ^ffft  teal^itf 


It  ««8  F>oiJit9d  oat  in  a  mim»  ^A»d  ^  27,  1^6$  t^^iftt  th« 
iapact  of  firlimta  deve^tqontntfi  sot  dlrsctlj  related  to  and  .idssaei&teel  vlth 
tlw  ^Jrben  lienenal  f*ro,)»et  could  not  bs  reliably  ^stiitiated  at  tMt  polat  In 
tine,    aiace  thon^  howe-ror,  this  lnfoj."rcati;'*n  has  bec€99»  availfiblfi. 

tTba  iMMailii^  deiwilopoeni  eoijstractsd  at  315  ^^-iii-it  Avenae  by 

OBVQL^psKit  Ccsn^arstlon  of  vill  ccsislst  of  ??  units  of  221d3  hmising, 

Th»  ?sonthly  rsat  in  thess  units  will  rimi'&  frtm  155.00  for  an  ©fficienej 
rmXt  to  ■'■""'.''  "-jr  a  tiMh-bedarooBi  a|»artmeKt     •--'•^-'  an  estlSHtted  assiaal  gross 
ijKsom  0'  20.    Bt»9d  en  a  l^uc  r&te  :  of  «t«iaal  groes  itssoaey  tlie 

eit7  will  coUeet  I13>800  anmtally  tr<m  this  <le?9lc^9R»iit}  sm\  given  ti% 
current  tax  rate  of  #9.80  per  thoas«id,  the  dieiKilqpHeat  will  h«ve  «i  ftssssaed 
wiltse  of  "136,300. 


.he  second  dei^lopsent  shicii  vrill  be  s  mirsing;  hoas  at  11? 5 
Street  1«  echeduled  to  h&vs  a  eapacity  of  126  b@ds.     Bssad  <xa  sn  sMmtmmA 
of  Il500  pftr  be4  ^^  tasabla  acaeaaed  Talu®  &f  tSsis  dovelepssnt  -Mill  tm 
"'"'  ~<X).     "Jlv^n  this  aOTotaiBBiBt  baaed  on  the  current  tax  rate»  tl^3  citj  wHl 
*.  i^rii.rorlmstftlv  "^18,^)0  assttally* 

'iljes--:--        ■  ':-.:•.  ':i.'^   i---v^lc-;.-rients  coinbirss'.i  wjll  add  aipprexlniatel^  '-■■327,300 
to  'the  eit.y'i*  u»v  DOiJc  ;-«t-  .u,.,ir'a!ci'nat®37  -'JSj^Of^  in  tax  reire.nu«»     Thus,  ^^^n 
thass  figures  ara  iacorp'Orated  into  ths  final  esti'?^t«s  alroady  rep<>rted,  the 
war  m  Pork  ^¥ojaet  vill  record  a  leas  of  j^^iroBdynat^ljr  ^.5  sdUlcaa  ia 

ta;;  .ssa«B»»nta»  which  still  ropF»»iat«  aa  approKlstftte  ]j3^  dsclin«  ovtsr 

th-         -ma  r^cordad  in  1^61,    "Ti^  lose  on  tYm  total  tax  bill  will  now  be 

,000$  eocapaored  to  ^be  con^parsbla  1^61  figure  Uiia  r^raaffiats 
-,  ^^    dacllrw, 

fhta  f tfcrarfts  shottn  ab©*9  £cr  th«  two  privste  dei@Iopsent;?r  sastism  no 
(lettolltioa,of  fofnerljr  tax-procii^eing  property  was  oaesoaary  ^m  order  to  meSm 
wpaee  available  for  thasa  <3eirelqprawfrta. 


May  25,  1965 
Thad  TercyakA/ashington  Park  Project  Director 

Sumner  Hoisington/Research 


"Be  fore -After"  Analysis:  Washington  Park 


Attached  is  the  completed  two- volume  report  on  the  Washington  Park 
Project's  impact  on  the  city's  tax  base  requested  by  you  in  a  memo  dated 
December  18,  196k.     As  we  discussed  earlier,  the  delay  has  been  due  to  the 
amount  of  detail  incorporated  into  the  report.  We  both  agreed  that  since 
we  were  not  duplicating  any  previous  effort  this  detail  was  desirable. 

The  statement  accompanying  the  reports  provides  the  essential 
summary  information  on  the  28  taxable  development  sites  and  the  h9  non- 
taxable sites.  For  specific  information  on  any  given  site,  you  should  refer 
to  the  proper  volume. 

The  net  result  of  all  BRA  plans,  excluding  rehabilitation,  in 
Washington  Park  is  estimated  as  a  loss  of  approximately  2,7  million  dollars 
from  the  tax  base  and  a  loss  of  approximately  267,000  dollars  in  tax  revenue 
due.  These  figures  result  from  a  comparison  of  the  1961  recorded  data  on 
all  acquisition  parcels  with  estimates  of  comparable  data  after  the  project 
has  been  completed. 

As  indicated  in  the  summary  stateir^nt,  these  figures  do  not  take 
into  account  the  city's  loss  of  revenue  during  the  years  between  acquisition 
and  completed  development.  On  the  other  hand,  neither  do  they  include  a 
monetary  estimate  of  the  social  benefit  from  the  many  non-taxable  developments 
*diich,  from  a  tax  base  viewpoint, succeed  only  in  reducing  the  city's  base 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  "before"  assessment. 

The  summary  statement  does  not  pretend  to  be  a  detailed  analysis 
of  the  implications  of  these  findings j  this  should  be  a  separate  study  if 
it  is  deemed  desirable.  The  statement  does,  however,  discuss  briefly  some 
of  the  variables  that  would  have  to  be  considered  in  any  serious  and  valid 
economic  study  of  this  particular  project. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  this  material,  I  will  be  happy  to  sit 
down  \rLth   you  in  order  that  we  may  discuss  it. 


*fi 


Jva»  15,  196$ 


Thad  Tercyak 
cc:  R«^  Rothemel 

Sumner  Holsington 


Revised  Suasnazy  Statement  of  the  Waidiingttai  ^axk   Analysia 

Attached  are  Pages  2  and  3  of  the  SUMMARY  STATSMSNT  OF  THB 
BEFORE  AND  AfTIR  ANALYSIS  OF  TH8  WASHINGTON  PARK  DBVBIOPMSNT  SITES, 
irtiich  have  been  revised  in  li^t  of  "Uie  availability  of  inf  opraation 
on  the  two  private  developments  taking  place  without  urban  renewal 
in  the  Washington  Park  area. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2011  with  funding  from 

Boston  Public  Library 


http://www.archive.org/details/washingtonparkanOObost 
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l^or  to  iho  imdertaking  of  l>^«iilkington  Pteic  Pr^^i»  thsr»  «•»  «  total 
of  J3k  tax  aoDMqpi  pftrcarls  vlthln  the  jpro^t  booadjurimi.    Thswi  paro»la  w 
aotttd  mt  tJM  niisabKl  Ukil»  ^  individual  d««»lof«M«t  sit*.    A«c<»r<Uag  to  tli» 
dtewX^mtat  iOLar  ani  the  laTonsatloa  Available  t»  «i«  tbere  viU  b«  «|>^(«k1- 
astely  !^7  «3eiia^t  piirc«l2r  stu^n  ^^snr9lje^^naa%  in  v.)aattlRgt4»i  P»ric  Is  eoepl«t«« 
Tt  is  elidAr  tMt  this  eh«s3ig«  in  tax  -«aanpt  pareftls  kiw  Imm«  aoecMltatwS  tgr 
tfett  large  iiasiS^sr  of  public  fsfdlitlM,  sehools,  <^sttr<Sie»«  tHQI**^  «t«.y  as 
aottd  la  «^  pr»vlO(ai  amao*    l%«9e  faoiXitliw  iior»  a^it  iiva;il«ebl6  to  Ui«  rwii- 
dents  of  !«Mhls^t€K;  fsxk  fsrlor  t9  ttttAn  ron^MiklL  aetiiritor«  ^o^  ttw  aoel&l  b«ii*- 
fit9  ds^lvlisg  tttm  tbaxr  ocssst-metl&a  om  iwmma^li^  b«  »aid.  to  miUmX^i  tte 
Sysss  t^t  th9  «it^  is  «x90!rlmeia^  In  tax&l'ls  pre^totrt^. 
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SUJKARY  STATSMENT  OF  THS  BKFORS  AMD  APTEft 

ANALisiiS  OF  rm  wa3hin(3T(;n  park 
mmwtmm  sum 

Introdueti^Qi 

Thi«  awmary  vta.%mmnX  relates  the  findings  of  a  detailed*  two- 
voliinse,  Bite  by  sita  analysis  of  the  "before  and  after"  effects  of  the  de- 
velopraent  sites  In  the  ^  asbington  Park  Project. 

VoliHse  I  and  ^olisne  II  contain  ixiformation  on  taxable  development 
sites  and  nan-taxable  developa^nt  sites,  respectively.     Ffer  each  parcel 
acqalred  2L  ^^  accjpalred  within  any  given  deirologaaent  site,  inforsaation 
is  presented  relative  to  tJie* 

1.  Owner,  address,  BRA  parcel  niuf^er,  assessor's  parcel 
niinber,  ward,  and  block  imsalaer, 

2.  Total  assessed  value,  assessed  value  of  land,  and  tax- 
exei^t  status  as  of  1961,  and, 

3.  Total  tax  levy  in  1961,  abatements,  taat  i*e«ilpts,  and 
delinquencies . 

In  addition,  we  have  estlsmted  for  each  developceaat  site  after 

cons  true  tic»  is  cosrpletet 

1.  The  total  and  taxable  assessed  value,  and 

2.  The  total  tax  levy,  and  tax  receipts  based  on  current 
tax  rate  of  $99.80. 

The  last  page  of  each  section  ciait^ins  a  "before  asai  after" 
suanary  table  for  the  relevant  develop^nt  site  comparable  to  those  tables 
presented  below  in  this  statewfflut. 

The  estif9.at@s  in  all  cases  are  based  on  the  latest  available 
iaforraatlcm  relative  to  proposed  acquisitions (1),  type  of  proposed 

'^'The  parcels  to  be  acquired  are  those  so  indicated  on  the  Waslilrxgtoa 
Park:  ac^julsition  sjap  ^with  the  exception  of  9  parcels  adjacent  to 
Site  F-3  which  are  included  thoa^  thay  were  not  originally  scheduled 
for  taking.     The  present  report  does  not  take  accownt  of  the  reiaaining 
ii?  parcels  which  were  acquired  as  reported  in  mshinpton  Park  !%sto 
#fi2UPS-llj32  dated  March  8,  1965. 


devalop»ent,  r»nt  schedules,  and  tax  agro«s)ent9.  Uliere  no  eomltmmts 
h&m  be«»n  made^  or  in  cases  w}»r«  no  dlscmssions  have  ev^n  been  held,  esti> 
mates  were  made  aa  the  basis  of  our  best  judgmentis  ctedved  from  discuasions 
with  responsible  olty  and  agency  personnel. 

The  format  of  this  study  ia  such  that  as  new  information  beco««B 
available  for  aay  given  site,  the  estiinates  can  be  revised  and  updated 
simply  and  vithoat  \mr^oeseary  confueiraa, 

flodings: 

On  a  before  (1961)  and  after  de^elopsjeat  basis,  the  devslojwtent 
sites  in  the  Washington  Park  project  will  record  a  net  loss  of  approad- 
■fttely  2.8  sdllie»  dollars  in  taxable  assessed  value®,  and  263  thousand 
dollare  in  the  total  tax  levy.     In  terms  of  the  total  project  area  this 
represents  a  declii®  of  approximately  10^  in  both  taxabl®  assessed  values 
and  tax  levies  from  the  coraparable  19^1  figuree  as  derived  from  Asseasore* 
and  Collectors*  records. 

It  should  be  noted,  hoi^ver,  that  this  Washingtcsii  Pnrk  Urban 
Renewal  Project  is  providing  residents  o£  the  area  a  signifieajat  ntviGiber 
of  services  by  tax-exempt  facilities  not  previously  available.     For  exasiple, 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  project  area  there  were  a  total  of  13U  tax- 
exempt  {Murcels  in  1961  eoii^pared  to  S$l  exempt  parcels  when  ti^  project 
is  finally  coinpleted.     It  is  not  um^astaiable  to  suggest  that  the  social 
benefits  to  be  deri^ingd  from  this  type  of  cons  true  tioa  will  outweigh  the 
loss  in  taxable  property  that  the  city  ia  expeariencing. 
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hi  addition^  It  sbould  b«  not«d  that  private  investment  in 
this  general  area  has  be«n  at  &  ccn^lete  standstill  for  several  years. 
There  is  evary  rmmatm  to  anticipate  that  ax  &  result  of  cnar  efforts,  pri- 
vate inveators  will  again  look  to  Wasliington  Park  as  a  potential  area 
for  the  eonstmiction  of  all  tjrpes  of  facilities  as  cmce  was  the  ease* 
At  the  present  tlnae  two  developments,  &as  consisting  of  ??  uxdts  of  221(d3) 
housing  OQ  Walnut  Avenue  and  the   other  a  nursing  hons  on  'r<ninsend  street, 
are  nearing  conatniction.  These  two  (^^lopstents  will  add  aixjroximately 
327,3(X)  dollars  to  the  city's  tax  base  asti  appfcximiktely  32,&<X)  dollars 
in  tax  revemis.  While  these  two  undertakings  do  not  significantly  reduce 
the  loss  noted  above  within  the  project  area,  «e  can  eocpect  that  feature 
private  developnent  will  continne  and  that  as  a  result  tiiiere  will  be  a 
siicnlfieant  expansion  of  tYm   tax  base. 

It  should  be  particularly  noted  that  ths   following  coraparisons 

of  assessments,  tax  bills,  tax  revenue  due  and  tax  i^aceipts  relate  only 

to  the  approxiisately  IhOO  i^rcels  acquired  within  the  project  area,  and  do 

not  reflect  percent  changes  relative  t©  the  total  project.  It  should  also 

b»  noted  that  ^is  two-volaiae  analysis  Biakes  no  estimate  of  the  imp«»t  cf 

the  extensive  rehabilitation  activity  i*ich  forms  such  an  integral  part  of 

the  overall  project  plan  or  of  private  investaeat  not  directly  related  to 

the  ui4>an  remaval  program,  b^it  in  all  likelihc^  generated  by  it. 

Tablo  I,  below,  presents  the   absolute  figures  ami   the  absolute 
and  percent  clianges  (based  on  ccwiparable  1961  figures  for  several  relavaxit 
variables),  \s   indicated  in  the  table  footnote^"^',  these  figures  relate  to 

all  77  develoiOTent  sites,  both  taxable  and  non-taxable,  including  the  -S- 
sites  which  represent  property  line  adjustments  for  street  widenings,  etc. 
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TABLE  I 

BEFORE  AND  AFTER  SUMMARY 
(Combined  Taxable  &  Non-Taxable 
Development  Sites )(1) 


Taxable  Assessed  Value  ^-^^ 

Total  Tax  Bill 

Abatements 
Tax  Revenue  Due 

Tax  Delinquency 
Tax  Receipts 

Delinquency  as  Percent 
of  Tax  Revenue  Due 

Tax  Receipts 

Delinquency  as  Percent  of 
Tax  Revenue  Due 


Net  Change 
Before (^)   After (2)  Absolute (^ ) Percent 

$(1961)  $        % 

6,U0U,800  3,6U6,600  -2,758,200   -U.l 


655,900 
16,500 

639,l^OO 
9ii,U00 

5UU,900 


372,800 

0 

372,800 

20,100 

352,600 


-283,100 
.  16,500 
-266,600 
-  7U,300 
-192,300 


-U3.2 
-100.0 

-ia.7 

-78.7 
-35.3 


lit.  76^  S,kO%  -9.36^    -63. li 

51iU,900        372,800        -172,100      -31.6 


Hi.  77^ 


-  lii.77^     -100.0 


(^^Includes  all  development  sites;      (A-l)(A-2, A-3)(A-i|)(A-5)(B-l)(B-2,G-l,H-U,F-it) 
(B-3)(G-2)(C-3)(C-l4)(C-5A){C-5B)(D)(D-l)(E-l,E-2)(F-lA)(F-2)(F-3)(F-5)(F-6) 
(F-7)(P-8)(G-l)(C-2)(G-3)(G-.U)(a-5)(H-l)(H-2)(H-3)(H-6)(H-7)(H-8)(H-9)(H-10) 
(H-ll)(I-l){I.2)(l-3)(I-ii)(I-5)(I-6)(I-7)(J-l)(J-2)(J-3)(J-U)(J-5)(J-6)(J-7) 
(J-8)(S  sites  and  the  East-West  Highway) 


(2) 


Figures  have  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  hundred. 


^3 'Mo  attempt  has  been  made  to  estimate  total  assessed  value  on  these  combined 
taxable-non-taxable  sites  since  valuation  figures  for  the  non-taxable  sites 
are  likely  to  be  arbitrary  entries  for  bookkeeping  purposes.  The  more  im- 
portant figure  is  that  for  taxable  s^sessed  value. 
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Taxable  Develojnnent  Sites; 

The  28  development  sites  which  will  be  taxable  (including  the  D 
sites  vhere   the  BHA  will  make  a  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes)  will  show  a  not  gain  of 
approximately  $it82,000  in  taxable  assessed  value,  and  $63,000  in  tax  revenue 
due.  This  represents  a  gain  of  15  percent  and  20  percent  respectively  over 
the  figures  recorded  in  1961. 

It  should  be  noted  (see  TsSole   II)  that  the  increase  in  taxable 
assessed  value  on  these  sites  is  due  to  the  8?  percent  decline  in  exempt 
property  valuation,  rather  than  to  a  net  increase  in  total  valuation.  In 
1961,  the  parcels  which  comprise  these  sites  were  valued  at  $3,850,000  with 
apprcKimately  $686,000  of  this  being  exempt.  His  only  exemptions  in  the  new 
developitrents  are  the  BHA  sites  ($88,200)  (D  and  D-l)}  since  they  will  make  a 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  they  are  included  here. 

Tax  receipts  will  show  an  increase  of  $91,000  (3$  percent),  or 
$112,000  (I43  percent)  depending  upon  whether  we  assume  a  city-wide  average 
or  zero  tax  delinquency  rate. 
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TABLE  II 


BEFORE  AND  AFTER  SUMMARY 
(Taxable  Development  Sites )\^) 


(6) 


Total  Assessed  Value 

Exemptions  \'^ ) 
Tax,  Assessed  Value 

Total  Tax  Bill 

Abatements (2 ) 
Tax  Revenue  %e 

Tax  Delinquency 
Tax  Receipts (3) 

Delinquency  as  Percent  of 
Tax  Revenue  Due (3) 

Tax  Receipts (^) 

Delinquency  as  Percent  of 
Tax  Revenue  Due(U) 


Before 
$(1961) 


After ^^^ 

$ 


3,850,300      3,73U,800 

686,100  88,200(5) 

3,16U,200      3,6U6,60O 


318,300 

8,000 

310,300 

li9,100 

261,200 


15.82^ 
261,200 

I5.82jg 


372,800 

0 

372,800 

20,100 

352,600 


Net.ghanga 
Absolute^    '  Percent 


-115,500 
-597,900 
+U82,U00 

+  51t,5oo 

-  8,000 
+  62,500 

-  29,000 
♦  91,li00 


^.\a%       -  lO.UljS 
372,800  +111,600 


-3.0 
-87.2 
+15.2 

+17.1 
-100.0 
♦20.2 
-59.0 
+35.0 


-65.8 
+i*2.7 


-  15.82$        -100.0 


^^^Includest   (A-l)(A-2,A-3)(A-lt)(A-5)(B-l)(B-3)(B-2,C-l,H-U,F-ii),(C-2)(C-3) 
(C-U)(C-5A)(C-5B)(D)(D-l)(E-l,E-2)(F-lA)(P-2)(F-3)(Q-l)(G-2)(Q-3)(G-l4) 
(G-5)  (The  D  sites  are  scheduled  for  elderly  housing,  but  is  included  here 
since  the  BHA  will  make  payments  to  the  city  in  lieu  of  taxes. ) 

(9\ 

^*'Tax  abatements  and  exemptions  for  the  residents  of  the  new  development 

are  an  unknown  quajitity,  to  the  extent  that  these  are  approved,  the  "after" 
taxable  assessed  value  and  tax  revenue  due  and  tax  receipts  will  be  reduced. 

v3) Assumes  that  a  factor  for  "uncollectable  taxes"  is  applicable  to  the  new 
developments.  In  each  site,  excluding  the  D  sites  and  the  G  sites,  the 
factor  applied  is  equal  to  5*762  percent;  in  the  excluded  sites  no  factor 
was  applied,  thus  accounting  for  the  overall  average  of  5.U1  percent. 

('^/Assumes  that  no  delinquency  factor  is  applicable  to  the  new  developanents 
and  that  all  taxes  will  be  paid.  In  the  individual  site  fact  sheets,  this 
asauraptipn  was  not  made,  but  can  easily  be  incorporated  if  desirable. 
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TABLE  II  (Cont'd) 


'^'The  plan  calls  for  the  construction  of  federally-assisted  housing  for  the 
elderly  on  the  D  sites.  These  sites  will  b©  completely  exempt j  however, 
the  BHA  will  reimburse  the  city  with  a  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes,  and  this 
payment  is  included  in  the  tax  revenue  due  figure. 

'^/Figures  have  been  i^junded  to  the  nearest  hundred. 
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TABLE  III 
BEFORE  AND  AFTER  3UMKARY 
(Non-Taxable  Development  Sites )(1) 


Before (3) 
$ 

After (3) 

Net  Change 
Absolute (3)  Percent 
$         % 

Total  Assessed  Value 

Exemptions 
Taxable  Assessed  Value 

it,  100,600 

660,000 

3,2U0,600 

-(2) 
1005g(2) 

0 

-3,2140,600 

-100.0 

Total  Tax  Bill 

Abatements 
Tax  Revenue  Due 

Tax  Delincjiency 
Tax  Receipts 

337,600 

8,500 

329,100 

U5,Uoo 

283,700 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-337,600 

-8,500 
-329,100 

-  U5,liOO 
-283,700 

-100. 
-100. 
-100, 
-100. 
-100. 

.0 
,0 

.0 
,0 
.0 

Delinquency  as  Percent  of 
Tax  Revenue  Due 


13.78Sg 


-13.78^ 


-100.0 


<i)lncludes  (F-5)(F-6)C?-?)(y-8)(H-l)CH-2)(R-3)(H-6)(H-7)(H-8)(H-9)(R-10) 
(H-ll)(l-l)(1.2)(I-3)(I-h)(I-5Kr-6){i-?>U-l)(J-2)(J-3)(J-l4)(J-5)(J-6) 
(J-7)(J-8)(S  sites  and  East-West  Highway) 

^    %o  attempt  has  been  made  to  estimate  total  assessed  value  for  the  non- 
taxable developments,  sinCe  the  figure  is  likely  to  be  an  arbitrary  one 
for  bookkeeping  purposes.     As  indicated,  all  assessir^nts  on  the  sites 
will  be  exempt  frcan  prt^jerty  taxation. 


(3) 


Figures  have  been  rounded  to  the  ns  arest  hundired. 
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Conclusion: 

For  one  who  is  not  a  partisan  supporter  of  the  "tax  base"  criterion 
for  judging  the  feasibility  of  neighborhood  projects,  these  figuares  will  not 
be  particularly  alarming.  Clearly,  the  point  can  be  made  that  given  these 
figures,  the  city  will  never  recover  this  loss  in  assessed  valuation  on  this 
particular  acreage.  In  addition,  ^en  we  take  into  ccmsideration  the  loss 
of  revenue  during  the  intervening  years  between  taking  and  completion  of 
develojsnent  the  loss  becomes  more  significant.  However,  these  facts  by  them- 
selvee  do  not  constitute  sufficient  reason  to  condemn  the  project.  Such  an 
argument  ignores  the  fact  that: 

1.  assessed  valuations  in  this  area  (Ward  12)  have  declined 
steadily  over  the  past  several  years.  Between  1955  and  I960 
thei«  was  a  loss  of  nearly  $1.5  million  in  real  estate  valua- 
tions, a  decline  of  nearly  five  percent, 

2.  new  construction  has  been  virtually  non-existent  throughout 
Washington  Park  for  many  years. 

3-  the  Boston  banking  community  has  studiously  avoided  'Uie  area, 
and  the  private  realtors  have  incorporated  a  very  hig^  risk 
factor  into  their  computations. 

U.  the  structural  conditicm  of  the  buildings  and  general  health 
standards  in  the  area  were  far  below  any  acceptable  standard, 
and 

5,  the  area  had  basic  strengths  and  characteristics  which,  if  re- 
leased and  encouraged,  could  return  this  section  of  the  city 
to  a  viable  neighborhood  community. 

¥#  iSSition,  a  valid  economic  analysis  of  this  project  has  to  place 
some  monetary  value  on  the  social  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  tax-exempt 
facilities  planned  for  the  area.  Clearly  the  social  value  of  a  new  YMCA 
Community  Center  is  greater  than  the  private  cost  of  construction  or  the 
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raarket  value  of  the  facility.  The  same  can  be  said  for  the  new  Boys'  Club, 
Social  Center,  Schools,  Health  Unit,  church  expansion,  libraries,  parks  and 
recreation  areas. 

Furthennore,  extensive  rehabilitation  in  the  area  will  do  much  to 
reverse  those  trends  noted  above,  and  while  difficult  to  quantify,  the  net 
effect  will  certainly  be  a  benefit  to  the  coimnunity. 

8«duced  health  and  welfare  expenditures,  along  with  lower  costs  of 
police  and  fire  protection  are  atdditional  social  benefits  liiich  have  to  be 
taken  into  consideration. 

Finally,  th&   introduction  of  new,  quality,  Icfw-income  hoiising  will 
have  an  iB?>act  cm   the  community  that  cannot  be  measured  merely  by  assessed 
values  and  tax  receipts. 

One  of  the  problems  of  trying  to  place  sa   economic  value  on  these 
intangibles  is  that  each  person  has  his  own  ccsjcept  of  value,  and  there  as  no 
clear-cut  imasure  of  benefit  and.  cost.  In  the  final  analysis,  it  will  be 
years  before  we  can  definitely  assess  the  full  impact  of  urban  renewal  i» 
Watshington  ^aric.  If,  as  anticipated,  the  area  does  become  viable  again,  and 
if  our  prograa  acts  as  a  catalyst  on  private  investment  throughout  the  area, 
then  the  present  dsy  tax  subsidies  and  reduced  tax  base  will  prove  insignifi- 
cant in  the  long  run. 
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in   (D?  ■.''■'"■        ~  ^  .    ' 

(3)  Pinilra-ly,   v/hr.t   is   t^ie   to-':r.l   r.cv/   r.c'."C3GOc3  vrJue.vioa,       

project   ''u-j  project,    ti:at   hnc   ^:covi  adc'ed   to   the   tr\::  rollc? 

(4)  Vaiat  aclditiop.r.l   r.^rje:;::7.od  x'r.?^uation3   in  or.ch  project 
will  bo  reraovcd   raid  in  v;hat  year   do  you  C3ti.~ato   tliiG  v.'ill 
occur? 

(5)  V/hat   ic   tho   eGtirir-tcd  cc3t  ol  rxqulrin^   the  property        — 
in   (0)? 

X^/' "  (C)   v/hat  Airtlior  ncv/  r(sc:;3scd  vp.ltrations  do  you  c::pcct    ; 
in  each  project  and  by  v; hat  year  do  you  OGtimato  this  \7iil 
ccciir?  c 

(7)   I?or  each  rcncv.'al  project   approved  by  tho  Cit;;^  Council 
thus  far,   Y/h.at  does   tlia  City's   cor.i\itir.ont   ior   the  local 
shai'G   ai^xount   to  in   dollai\3,    rc^'ardloss  of  v;;icthcr   the  chare 
Y/ill  be  in  tho  iora  ol  cash  or  public  Aacilitics/inprovcr.-.cntsT' 


^ 


(8)'  lio^.y  r.uch  of  this  corjiiitnent  has  boon  actually  spent  in 
each  project  thus  far? 

•^(0)  IIO-.7  nany  residential  dv/ellinc;  units  havQ  been  clininatcd 
in  each  project? 

i  (10)  ilov:'  nany  ncv;  residential  dr/ellino;  units  have  been  built 
in  each  project? 

.  (11)  IIc;v  nany  GO-callcd  221-d3  dwolllnri  units  havo  been  built 
in  each  project? 

1/(12)  Hov;  nany  residential  c^7ollins  units  havo  boon  rcl'iab.- 
ilitated  in  each  project? 

.  ,^'\  ^   (13)  Ti'hat  is  tho  ar:ount  of  112  credits  that  the  federal 

ii'\  jV  eove.Vi'imGjnt  has  already  approved?  How  havo  thcso  been  applied? 


